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MEeTOAOM i PeKOHCTpytBaTK @lki-naTe (yMOBM) AOTOBOPY
NOPIBHANBHO-CTPYKTYPHUM METOLOM. LLInsixom
3acTOCyBaHHA  MeTOfZoMoril"  uinicHoro  nmigxogy Ao
icTOpMYHMX pKepen 6yno AOCNigXXEeHO OCMaHCbKMWIA nakeT
TEKCTIB AOKYMEHTIB, HagaHux OcmaHCbKow [MopToto, npo
npotekTopaT borgaHy XMenbHUUbKOMY 3  Biicbkom
3anopo3bKumM 1651 p.,, wWo cnpusano  NO3UTUBHOMY
PO3B’A3aHHI0 aHasi30BaHMX NPo6eM.

ABSTRACT

Professor Omeljan Pritsak, a leading scholar in the field of
Turkology, contributed to 20th century world science by
way of introducing holistic methods into historical research,
namely Source Studies. | refer herein to Prof. Pritsak’s
structural-functional theory of historical vision based on
historical facts reconstructed from the structures of complete
historic cycles through dichotomic analysis. This theory
gave me the possibility to investigate a set of Ottoman and
Cossack Treaty texts of 1651 with the help of the analytic-
factologic method and to reconstruct mhd-name (terms and
conditions) of the Treaty applying the comparative structural
method. Using the holistic approach to primary sources, |
investigated the Ottoman set of documents on the
protectorate issued to Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj and the
Zaporozhian Host by the Ottoman Porte in 1651. The
method is fruitful in solving the objectives set before the
researcher.

Section 1. The Documents and Actions of Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj
81. The Specifics of the background of the Treaty
The instability of Ottoman political structures

The treaties between Khmel’nyts’kyj and Zaporozhian Host and Ottoman
Empire have a complex history because of the instability of the political regime in
Turkey. The first Ottoman-Cossack treaty of July 16481 which foresaw a Cos-
sack-Crimean Treaty and also created a Black Sea Convention, was interrupted by
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the 1648 revolution in Turkey. As a result of a court putsch, in which an im-
portant role was played by Janissaries, Sultan Ibragim | (1640-1648) and the Su-
preme Visor Agmed Gazer-para Pasa were overthrown and killed. Since the two
signatories on the Ottoman side were no more, the treaty was not put into effect.
The Janissaries came to power and on the 8th of August 1648 the 7 year old
Megmed IV (1648-1687)2 the son of a former Sultan Ibragim I, came to the
throne.

After the end of the Janissary revolution in 1650 a new text of the treaty be-
tween Sultan Megmed IV and Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj3 was prepared, but as a
result of external political factors the text was never sent out. A new version of
the text produced by the Sultan in 1651 between 22 of February and 3rdof March,
together with a letter from the supreme Visor Melek Agmed Pasa 4 was delivered
to Khmel’nyts’kyj. According to the practices of the day, Khmel’nyts’kyj carried
important documents with him. During a battle near Berestechka (28th June-10
July 1651) the Sultan’s Charter and the Supreme Visor’s letter fell into Polish
hands. Thus, Khmel’nyts’kyj only possessed the documents for six months. In
December 1651 Khmel’nyts’kyj once again assured the Sultan that he wished to
remain under Ottoman protection5. It is possible that the Hetman was hoping to
obtain a new text of the treaty with Turkey since the first had been taken by King
Jan Kazimir. However, the instability of Ottoman political structures6, upon
which Khmel’nyts’kyj based his political policies, obliged Khmel’nyts’kyj to
move closer to Moscow through the treaty of 1654. The treaty of 1654 so threat-
ened the Ottoman Porte that the Sultan insisted that the Hetman withdraw his ties
with Moscow?7. In order to resolve matters, Khmilitsky wrote a letter to Sultan
Megamed 1V at the end of November 1655-beginning of December 1655. This
letter was captured by agents of the Transylvanian ruler, Yuri Il Rakoczy. Only a
translation into Hungarian has survived. In the letter Khmel’nyts’kyj assures the
Sultan that he remains loyal to all the conditions agreed between him and the
Sultan in the treaty8. However, Khmel’nyts’kyj says nothing about breaking ties
with Moscow.
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The special two-tierpower structure: The Sultan andthe Crimean Khan

In Ukrainian academic literature insufficient attention has been paid to the
position of the Crimean Khan in the structure of the Osman Empire. Another
difficulty is that once the Crimea had been taken by the Turks in the XV century,
a two-tier power structure developed. Although the Crimean Khan, Islam Giray
I11 recognized the supremacy of the Sultan, Megmed IV, he had a special place in
the Turkish structure of government. He was like a Muslim vassal and, to an ex-
tent, a partner in the government of the Ottoman Empire. The Crimean Khan was
responsible for guarding the northern borders of the Ottoman State and as such
became the direct ruler of the Christian vassal territories in Central Europe9:
Moldavia, Volakhia and Transylvania. Khmel’nyts’kyj knew this. Therefore, the
road to Istanbul went through Bakhchesarai. It is no accident that Khmel’nyts’kyj,
at the start of the uprising led by him in 1648, concluded a brotherly union with
the Crimean Khan, Islam Giray Ill. When, through revolution, Khmel’nyts’kyj
created the Cossack State, it also fell within the sphere of influence of the Crime-
an Khan. It is important to take the nature of this two-tiered power structure, in-
volving the Sultan and the Crimean Khan, into account when assessing
Khmel’nyts’kyj’s policies.

Khmel’nyts’kyj also had to pay appropriate sums to the Tatars which were
simultaneously a reward for their support'0. Hetman Khmel’nyts’kyj had the right
to contact the Ottoman Porte only through the Crimean Khan, recognizing his
superiority. In assessing Khmel’nyts’kyj’s policies, it is important to take into
account the specific nature of the two-tier power structure involving the Sultan
and the Crimean Khan. In the general political context of 1654 Europe,
Khmel’nyts’kyj could only get practical support from the Crimean Khan and,
therefore, he had to enter the Ottoman political system. Furthermore, for reasons
outlined above, contact with the Sultan’s government could only be established
through the Crimean Khan. The connection between the Ottoman Porte and a
Christian ruler was formalized in a so called ahd-name, that is a document setting
out conditions upon which the Christian ruler undertook to fulfil responsibilities,
and the responsibilities of the Porte. The subject of Sultan Megmed IV Charter to
Khmel’nyts’kyj of 1651" is that this cahd-name had been sentl2 Unfortunately
this ahd-name has been lost, or has not yet been found. Therefore, it is necessary
to reconstruct it.
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82. Four letters from Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj to Megmed 1V

The main sources on the Ottoman-Cossack treaty of 1650 -1651 are four let-
tswritten by KhmeTnyts’ky;j.

The first letter from Hetman KhmeTnyts’kyj to Sultan Megmed IV is in
Ukrainian and dated 26IhJuly (5 August) 1650'3,

The second letter of March 1651, from Hetman KhmeTnyts’kyj to Sultan
Megmed 1V, written in Polish14

The third letter of 27th November 1651, from Hetman KhmeTnyts’kyj to
Sultan Megmed 1V, written in Polish’5;

The fourth letter of late November-early December 1655, from Hetman
KhmeTnyts’kyj to Sultan Megmed 1V which has survived only in translation into
Hungarian16

Four official Turkish documents have also survived (for details see section
I):

The first-a charter by the Turkish Sultan Megmeda IV to Bogdan
KhmeTnyts’kyj written 10th August 165017,

The second-a charter by The Turkish Sultan Megmed IV to Bogdan
KhmeTnyts’kyj written between 22rd February and 3rd of March 165118;

The third-a letter from the great Visor Melek Agmed Pasa to Hetman
Bogdan KhmeTnyts’kyj, written between 22rd of February and 3rdof March 1651
(i.e. at the same time as the Sultan’s Charter)19,

The fourth-a Charter from the Turkish Sultan, issued between the 22rd of
February and the 3rd of March 1651,Megamed IV to the Crimean Khan Islam
Gireu 11l concerning Khmelnitski’s support given to KhmeTnyts’kyj against the
Poles2 from the Turkish Sultan.

Four lettersfrom Bogdan Khmelnyts kyj to Megmed IV

In the first letter of 5th August 1650 KhmeTnyts’kyj sets out the condition
under which The Zaporozhian Host was prepared to come under the Turkish pro-
tectorate2l:
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1. The services of the Zaporozhian Host in exchange for Turkish protection;

2. The Zaporozhian Cossacks would remain in close contact with the Gi-
mean Khan, and Islam Giray Ill would be obliged to support them;

3. Khmel’nyts’kyj would inform the Sultan of the intentions of the Polish
State and the Moscow Tzar;

4. the Ukrainian Cossacks would not attack, either at sea or on land, ay
property of the Ottoman Empire, including that of its vassals;

5. relations between the Ukrainian Cossacks and the Turks would be based
on mutual support.

Interestingly in his second letter to the Turkish Sultan, Meged 1V, of Sep-
tember 1651, Khmel’nyts’kyj addressed the Sultan as “The Tzar of Anatolia”
(That is the Tzar of Asia Minor) and Ruler of All Greece. This is a hint at some-
thing expanded on in his third letter of 7th of December 1651, where
Khmel’nyts’kyj explains that Ukrainian Cossacks “Russian people” (that is
Ukrainians) are Orthodox and in the Episcopal hierarchy are under the auspices of
the Tzargorod Patriarch. Since this Patriarch was under the auspices of the Sultan,
“the Russian people” (that is the Ukrainian people) desired to come under the
Sultan’s protection along with other Orthodox peoples. This is an attitude which
fits in with his concept of orthodox internationalism. It seems to us that, in ad-
dressing the Sultan as Tzar of Greece, Khmel’nyts’kyj is displaying a sense of
humour.

Khmel’nyts’kyj’s fourth letter to Sultan Megamed IV written at the end of
November 1655-beginning of December 1655. This letter was captured by agents
of the ruler of Transylvania, Yuri Il Rakoczy-one of the Turkish Empire’s Chris-
tian vassals-and only a translation into Hungarian has survived in the Hungarian
State Archive. The letter concerns the conditions and the responsibilities of the
Turkish Protectorate.

83. The Genesis of the Ottoman Protectorate: The 1648 Agreement be-
tween Giray Il and Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj and The Ottoman-Cossack
Agreement together with the Black Sea Convention of July 1648

The beginnings of the Turkish Protectorate over the Zaporozhian Host ap-
pear in September 1648 when Khmel’nyts’kyj asked for help in combat with the
Poles. He appealed to Islam Giray Il who, within the system of the Ottoman
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Porte, saw to matters concerning the North of the Empire, in other words prob-
lens involving its Christian vassals, and entered into a cooperation agreement
with him.

An important factor in the resolution of these problems was the Ottoman-
Cossack agreement which included the Black Sea Convention of June 1648. This
agreement is a starting point for understanding the reasons behind the success of
Khmel’nyts’kyj’s revolution in 1648 and also the success of the Turkish Protec-
torate. A detailed account of this Agreement with a commentary by Nafmi can be
found in works by Omeljan Pritsak2. Unfortunately, documents in the Turkish
State Archive in Istambul-the year book of the sittings of the Turkish parliament,
the “Divan”, under the leadership of the Supreme Visor (1647 -1655)-were de-
stroyed in a fire26. The Ukrainian state archive in Baturin, met with the same fate
in 1780. However, information about these agreements exists in the works of the
State chronicler Mustaffa Natmi (1617-1703). Until the end of the Ottoman Em-
pire, Natmi’s wrote on a broad range of topics, covering the years 1592 to 1660,
in other words the first 60 years of the second Muslim Millennium . The State
chronicler gives a report about the beginnings of the connection between
Khel’nyts’kyj, The Crimean Khan and Turkey-and mention of it is made in two of
his many works which together make up “The History of the Millenium”, accord-
ing to Omeljan Pritsak28.

On the basis of information from the 17th century Turkish state chronicler,
Na #mi® and commentaries on his work by Omeljan Pritsak3, we know that
when, at the beginning of August 1648, Islam Giray’s ambassadors returned from
amilitary attack on “The Russi” with good news for the Supreme Visor, the lat-
ter’s response was “The Russi have made peace with us (the Turks): rus bizimle
barisiq etmis edi. Why did the Khan take up arms against them (aqin)l (This is
referring to the former SupremeVisor Agmed Gazer-para- Pasa.-L.P.) By all
means bring these captives (except the soldiers for which it would be possible to
receive a ransom-L. P.) here, and, in accordance with the agreement (sulha
binaen), we will release them”3L

“[In reply the Visor] sent another order [to the Khan] and a letter {emir ve
mektiib) of reprimand via the Khan’s ambassador (gapu ketkhudasi) Dzhemshid
Chaysha and the head the palace guard in Istanbul, by the name of Agmed-aga.
They came before the Khan and, having passed on to him the epistle with the
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reprimand of the Visor, Islam Giray, showing no emotion, said: we are the SuU-
tan’s slave! The unfaithful Russi no doubt give out that they are interested inan
agreement. While the cap fits too tight (the Polish forces are putting pressure m
them.-L.P.) on their head they (Russi and Cossacks. L. P) lie, feigning a desire to
serve [the Ottoman State](taraf-i sultanate isini arz etmeklefirib). But as soon &
it suits them they will take to their boats and lay waste to the coast of Anatolia”.

From this passage it is clear that between the Ottoman Empire and Bogdan
Khmel’nyts’kyj with the Zaporozhian Host after the agreement of March 1648 a
treaty with the Crimean Khan in the meantime was agreed in July 1648. The text
of this treaty has not yet been found, but the maritime convention has the title
“The Treaty between the Turkish Tzar and the Zaporozhian Host and the Russian
(that is Ukrainian-L.P.) people in respect of trade on the Black Sea” and this doc-
ument was later brought into the field of scientific study by the first Imperial
archivist of Moldavian-Ukrainian extraction Bantish-Kamensky and analyzed by
Ivan Kripyakevich and Omeljan Pritsak3

84 Megmed 1V’s unsent charter of 10th August 1650 to Bogdan
Khmel’nyts’kyj and the reasons why it was not sent

The treaty of March 1648 with the Crimean Khan Islam Giray Il and the Ot-
toman-Cossack treaty of July 1648 are both referred to by the Turkish Sultan
Megmed IV in his Charter to Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj of 10th August3 A copy of
the imperial Letter of Megmed IV to the then Hetman of the Zaporozhian Cos-
sacks of the 12thshabana 106034

The title of the letter in Turkish: Name-i hiimayun (that is “A letter of the
Supreme Ruler”)

“The Pride of Christian Rulers, elected by the empowered Christian citizens,
Hetman of the Zaporozhian Host, Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj, may his days end well
(that is may he convert to Islam,-L.P). Once this letters reaches you, we inform
you that we have received the letter from those you chose to bring it to me con-
cerning our help, in which you write that with God’s help and the care of the
Prophet Mohamed, you have come to us, as to the source of the Khakane refuge,
to our court and declared under what circumstances you will maintain your loyal-
ty. The contents of the letter, in accordance with ancient Ottoman traditions have
been translated and presented to the Supreme Visor of our throne. Thus the
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knowledge of its content and tone has come to be known to us. You earlier in-
formed us that you, together with the Crimean Khan, Giray Ill, who is our loyal
servant, set up a treaty and agreement and that with him you have already per-
formed some duties to my state in areas in the hands of your Cossacks, that they
do not attack our borders and do no harm. You also inform me that you would
like to come under our authority and we have accepted you. Therefore, we have
selected traditional robes (Kaftans.-L.P.) for your emissaries. Our Royal letter
will be sent concerning this. On its delivery you should know how long you will
remain under our authority and to this you must agree. We will not pay attention
to information from the side of enemies and you, on your part, must show con-
stant service and fulfill your duties (but they are not stated. -L.P.) And with this
you will be among other Christian peoples concerning your reputation and hon-
our. Date 12 shaban 1060 (10 August 1650)35.

In the Turkish chancellery Charters were classified in two groups-in the
Turkish the classifications were fjazyladzaq’-drafts which were to be written out
again; and the other fjazylan’-those which had been written and sent out. In the
heading of the Turkish Sultan’s Charter of 10 August 1650, now in the library of
the Gottingen University, we find that the word used characterizes a Charter
which was not sent out to the addressee. The Professor of Prague University, Yan
Rypka, puts it in German thus: “Einige Bedenken wird vor allem die Uberschrift
aufkommen lassen der geméss wir es mit der Kopie eines zu schreibenden
(jazyladzaqg) Aktenstiickes zu tun haben”. In Ukrainian: “This note preceding the
title of the document that it is a copy of a letter, which should be signed, forces us
to be cautious”. So, this is a draft copy which was not sent out. The question is,
why, over such a short period were two Charters of Megmaded IV written on the
same matter of the Turkish protectorate, Hetman Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj and the
Zaporozhian Host: one-from 10 August 1650; the other from 22rd of February-3rd
March 1651. The Charter from 10 August 1650 which is stored in the University
of Gottingen is classified as having not been sent out,-“jazyladzaq”. So why was
it not sent?

Both Charters were written at the time when Melek Agmed Pasa was the Su-
preme Visor (from 5th August 1650 to 21¢ August 1651)36. So, evidently, changes
in the Ottoman court were not the reason. There must have been another reason
and it is that in September 1650 the Islamic Turkish Vassal, Islam Giray Il in
alliance with the potential Turkish vassal, Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj attacked the
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Turkish vassal Moldavia: at this same moment Khmel’nyts’kyj suggested renewal
of the protectorate to Sultan Megmedy IV.

All this created a dangerous situation for the Turkish Empire which never
liked to unite its vassal states. It is clear that Khmel’nyts’kyj made his first attack
on Moldavia, together with the Crimean Khan, in September 1650, without the
knowledge or agreement of the Turkish Sultan and his ‘divan’. The Turkish court
now found itself in a difficult situation: on the 5thof August 1650 Khmel’nyts’kyj
had dispatched Cossack ambassadors with Colonel Anton Zhdanovich to The
Turkish Sultan in (Tzargorod) with a letter37, where the Hetman set out the terms
under which the Cossack forces would come under Turkish protection and why he
had attacked a vassal of the Turkish Empire, the princedom of Moldavia.

The Cossack ambassadors also found themselves in a difficult position since
they could not justify this step. The Supreme Visor, Melek Agmed Pasa wes
afraid to start a conflict because the Zaporozhian army was a formidable force in
the Black Sea area and also very much needed by the Ottoman Empire. Indeed
this is what made the protectorate necessary to them. So, Melek Agmed Pasa
quickly sent the ambassadors away having bestowed on them kaftans and other
garments as a sign of the Sultan’s affection. The Supreme Visor followed de-
velopments in the Cossack’s attack on Moldavia and, evidently, decided not to
send out the Sultan’s Charter of 10th of August 1650. Having made this decision,
Melek Agmed Pasa asked the Sultan to write and send to the another Charter
concerning the protectorate (22 February-3 March 1651) which has a special sig-
nificance and is the more important document.

Section Il. The set of Ottoman documents which confirm the Ottoman
Protectorate status of the Zaporozhian Host

81. The Charter of Megmed IV concerning the protectorate over
Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj and the entire Zaporozhian Host

“An Imperial Charter to the Cossack Hetman, the Prince of Christian Peo-
ples, who was election from the greater Cossack community, Cossack Hetman,

Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj, may he end his dies well® (may he convert to Islam.-
L.P.).
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As soon as this eminent letter reaches you, may it be known that we have
spoken with your ambassadors, who have come to us, and Osman-Chause has
passed on to us your faithful letter and in accordance with Ottoman traditions, the
Visors and members the State parliament have received a translation of the letter,
inwhich you make it known that you accept our protectorate and wish to be in
friendly union with our military forces.

82 A letter from the Supreme Visor Melek Akhmed Pasa to Bogdany
Khmel’nyts’kyj46

“To the proud Prince of the Christian people, elected by the empowered
Christian citizens, who rules all matters of the Christian State and has the title,
honour, glory and pride, our friend in the Zaporozhian Host (Hetman Invincible),
may his days end well (in other words, may he convert to Islam before he dies.-
LP.)".

Apart from affectionate greetings the Sultan’s letter imparts the following
friendly news:

“Your letter, addressed to His Highness, has been received and passed on, as
was the letter to our Government in which you state your loyalty to us and accept
our protectorate over the entire Zaporozhian Host as before. Therefore, the Sultan,
via the same Osman-Chaush, sent his letter to you which we have already sent
you. Before your letter arrived, your friend (that is the Sumpreme Visor Melek
Agmed Pasa.-L.P.) together with all the Government represented you before the
Sultan in order to take you under our authority. Also, the afore-mentioned Os-
man-Chaos’s passed on all that you imparted verbally. In accordance with this,
the Sultan has instructed the Crimean Khan, that when there should be any act
from the side of the Poles, he is obliged with his Tatars to hurry to defend you
both. Also the Commander and Emir of Akkerman (Bilgorod.-L.P.) and others in
the whole surrounding area have received a letter from the Sultan instructing them
to make haste to help you. While you remain loyal to our Sultan you should not
take as true any gossip against you. You write that the Polish Government has
been called together (between 5 and 24 of December 1650-L.P.)47 in which, as
you write, your delegate is to take part. We, therefore, ask you, on his return to
inform us of their decisions. In order to strengthen our bonds, the Sultan is send-
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ing you valuable, garments. You write that you have every faith in Osman-
Chaush, so please send him with your information to us. Also, we will send to the
Moldavian leader a strict order not to ally himself with the Poles, hoping that you
will remain loyal to the Sultan.

Date: 22 February-3 March 1651

83 A Letter from Megmed IV to Islam Giray 11148

Considering the highly rhetorical and elaborate style of the sultan’s letter, we
will confine ourselves to the translation of that part which deals with Tatar sup-
port for Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj:

“In this letter Sultan Megmed IV attends to the fact that the Crimean Khan
Islam Giray Il has already helped the Zaporozhian Cossacks, and apart from that
is well informed about the actions of the Poles. Therefore, he is bound, according
to his heroism which is characteristic (of the provincial ruler), to constantly keep
his eyes and ears open in the direction of Polish lands. If they (the Poles) were to
act against the Zaporozhian Cossacks, vassals of our great state, you are obliged
to try to punish them (the Poles) with your unbeatable warriors and your lightning
fast Tatar army.”

Date: Reciciil-evvel 1061 (22rd Febmary-3rd March 1651)

It is clear from the above documents that Bogdam Khmel’nyts’kyj and the
entire Zaporozhian Host became a Turkish protectorate in 1651. In the Sultan’s
Charter of 1651 it is stated that Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj, having recognized the
supremacy of the Sultan was sent a document where the conditions for the agree-
ment were clearly stated. In Ottoman-Turkish terminology it is called @hd-
named9. Unfortunately this fourth document, the @hd-name, has not survived.
The documents concerning Cossack-Ottoman diplomacy which have come down
to us cannot answer the question as to the Turkish Sultan’s terms regarding the
Ottoman-Cossack protectorate treaty of 1651. Concerning the many diplomatic
missions it is hardly possible to add to what Mikhailo Hrushevskyj50 has said in
his works. What is more, that is not theme of the current work where the focus is
on the diplomatic documents, that is the relevant documents from the Turkish
Sultan, Megmed IV, the Great Visor, Melek Agmed Pasa and of Bogdan
Khmel’nyts’kyj himself.
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Section I1l. An attempt to reconstruct elements of the Ottoman ahd-
name of 1651

81. A letter from Bogdan KhmePnyts’kyj to Megmed IV from the end of
November-beginning of December 1655

We do not have the text of documents by Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj concern-
ing the protectorate, only letters from the Hetman of the Zaporozhian Host, espe-
cially at letter from Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj to the Sultan Megmed IV from the
end of November 1655sl. In this letter Khmel’nyts’kyj confirms that the
Zaporozhsky forces remain in agreement with the Ottoman Empire on the terms
which had been agreed between them. This means that those terms were, in prin-
cipal, the same both in the 1651 and 1655:

-Brotherly concord remains with the Crimean Khan;

-The Zaporozhsky forces, as before, are loyal to the Sultan;

-The Hetman does not allow the Cossack to enter the Sultan’s territory nei-
ther over land, nor via the River Dunai, nor by sea will a single vessel sail there
andno harm will be done to that land;

-The Hetman will prevent maritime attacks by the Don Cossacks (which the
-Moscow Tzar rules): “If they do not listen to our Cossacks, then they will suffer
and they will become our enemies”52;

-In return for the service of the Zaporozhsky forces, the Sultan will protect -
Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj from all his enemies.

To live in peace with all the Christian vassals of the Ottoman empire: Mol-
davia, Valakhiya, Transylvania, but not to pay the Sultan’s levy.

However, Khmel’nyts’kyj makes no mention of his attitude to Moscow. On
the basis of the existing documents and later development in Ottoman-Cossack
relations it is possible to assume that the terms which Khmel’nyts’kyj accepted
afforded the Zaporozhian Host complete autonomy without the need for the Cos-
sacks to pay a levi53 just as for Moldavia, Voloshchina (Multania) and Transyl-
vania (Semigorod). In return, Khmel’nyts’kyj and the Zaporozhian forces had to
help with their army if the Ottoman army was fighting in the area of the Cossack
State’s borders. Khmel’nyts’kyj understood the necessity of remaining in a broth-
erly union with the Crimean Khan *“Kardash-kazagi”(Brother Cossack), indeed,
for the Hetman this was the most important factor in the Ottoman-Cossack treaty
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because, without the Tatar horsemen Khmel’nyts’kyj could not have fought
against such a strong opponent as Poland and he had to give in to the Khan some-
times, in order to maintain friendly relations. These terms remain constant in later
ties between the Ukrainian Hetmen and the Ottoman Empire, as is evident from
the documents of the Ottoman-Ukrainian treaties agreed to by Hetman Petra
Doroshenko on 1st May 1669 and by Philip Orlik on 28 December 171155.

82. A comparison of the materials of the two Ottoman @ahd-name, oe
for Hetman Petra Doroshenko of 1669s6 and the other for Hetman Philip
Orlik of 1711

This document also has a special history. Hetman Petro Doroshenko sent it
to Mikhail Khanenko, a candidate for Hetman, in order to make peace with him
This was not the Sultan’s Charter, but a copy of it translated into Latin which
Mikhailo Khanenko sent on the 27th of August 1669 to the Commandant5/ of
Bila-tzerkov. A copy of the Russian translation of the document is kept in the
RGADADS8. The Turkish draft of this Charter was found by Yan Ripka in the li-
brary of Gottingen University59.

The peculiarities of the Charter of Sultan Megmed 1Y of the 1 May 1669

1 It is addressed, not only to Hetman Doroshenko, but to the colc
osavuls, centurions, and all the seniors and folk of the Zaporozhian Host.

2) The Cossacks asked for protection on the terms of the Moldavian,

and Voloskian Lords - Chrisian rulers. In taking them under his protection
and sending Doroshenko an orb and flag, “not as a sign of your subordination, but
as the sign of a bond and to frighten your enemies’Y This letter | wrote-the Sultan
states-and also | take an oath (this is what the Moscow Tzar did not want to do.-
L.P.). We must treat this letter with great respect and | give you my word and nmy
promise. Hetman Doroshenko must hold to his oath and not turn away from it
And the Sultan will protect you and all the Zaporozhian Host as his own. The
Tatars will not attack Ukraine and you must not attack them either. The Crimean
Khan, who is my servant, is obliged, as before, to be in a brotherly union with
Doroshenko. And this must be confirmed by a shaking of hands. The Crimean
Khan must not get involved with matters concerning the Zaporozhian Host and
the Zaporozhian Host must send a resident (to Tzargorod.-L.P.)”.
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The original Turkish treaty of 28th of December 171160 was found in Istan-
bul, in the Turkish State Archives.

The Charter of Sultan Agmed 111 to Philip Orlik
From 28th December 1711

This is the text of the treaty between Hetman Philip Orlik and the Ottoman
Empire at the end of 1711, an Ottoman cahd-name:

“The Cossacks of Ukraine and Zaporozhian are subject to my eternal rule
[under the following conditions]6L:

[1] The election and overthrow of the Hetman will be in their (Cossack)
hands.

[2] The resolution of their (Cossack) issues will be a matter for themselves.

[3] They (the Ukrainians) have the status of subjects. They are not burdened
by any taxes and no levys will be demanded of them.

[4] The named population must strictly abide by the terms agreed.

[5] As long as they keep their word, no demands will be made of them (by
the Turkish Authorities), nor will their land or rights be attacked (by the Turkish
forces).

[6] When (the Ukrainian) tradesmen come to trade in the well protected (by
God) (Ottoman) regions, taxes will be levied only on their goods and (other mo-
bile) property, but they should make no other payments.

Apart from this, they (the Ukrainian Ambassadors) kindly requested confir-
mation (of the above points), that they may be a true conveyor which will add
happiness to our activities. Khan of Crimea, Davlet Giray-may his rule continue,
is also obliged to take heed of the matters concerning the Cossacks of Ukraine
and Zaporozhia, stated above.

He (the Khan) also asked to state a condition that the son of the Hetman,
which his named people (the Ukrainians) have elected, remains as a hostage to the
Crimean Khan. | have given my kingly assent to them (the Ukrainians) on the
condition that:
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[a] As soon as my (the Turkish) unassailable army joins in battle in a region
not far from them, the named people (the Ukrainians) must send from their side &
many soldiers as possible.

[b] They (the Ukrainians and Turks) must help and support each other.

As a result, 1 have given and ordered (the implementation) of this happy
Charter.

The above named conditions, as they are explained and laid out above and
made clear concerning the named people (Ukrainians) may remain in force forev-
er, if they (the Ukrainians) are unstinting and decisive in the (carrying out of)
conditions.

None of our happy servants, from the Supreme Visor to the worthy ministers
or other (dignitaries of my country) have the right to turn around (the text of the
agreement) or by their actions destroy the desire (of the Ukrainians) and the dec-
laration (of the Khan). They themselves and their children must remain within the
shadow of true affection of this (Ottoman) family (dynasty), known for its gener-
osity and charity.

Be it known. You are obliged to trust the noble (Tugra) (the Sultan’s mono-
gram) & (Tugra).

(Completed at the residence in Constantinople) in the middle decade (of the
month) zilca’de (year of the Hijri) [1] 123”.

On the basis of analysis of existing agreements between the Ukrainian Het-
man and the Turkish Sultan and this dispatch of the 28 December 1711, it is very
clear that the Ukrainian side constantly achieved these terms and maintained
them:

-The election of the Hetman and the general senior ranking persons remain
in accordance with the concept of the rights and freedom of the Zaporozhian Host
(in other words complete internal autonomy).

-The Ukrainian population has the same rights as the population of Christian
states which were under the protection of the Turks, i.e. Moldavia, Voloshchina in
that they do not have to pay any taxes (tekalif) or levies (kharag). Only if the
Turks are fighting near the borders of Ukraine do the Cossacks have to support
them.
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-The Cossacks are to remain on friendly terms with the Crimean Tatars and
may not attack Crimean territory while the Crimean Khan is obliged to help the
Hetman in battles against his enemies.

-The Ukrainian population of the Zaporozhian Forces are obliged to abide by
the agreements made (in other words, both sides have friendly relations with the
other). In the text of the Sultan’s Charter to Hetman Philip Orlik there is the
promise from the Turkish side that none of the Sultan’s subordinates or the Su-
preme Visor or other dignitaries has the right to change the text of agreement or
break the agreement by acting against it.

On the basis of all these documents-the Sultan’s Charter and letters from
Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj-it is possible to draw the conclusion that during the time
of Ukrainian-Ottoman accord in the XVI1I-XVIII centuries the central points were
those listed above.

83. An overview of the character of Ottoman Cossack agreements from
the Hetman era

Returning to the agreements between Bogdan Khmel’nyts’kyj and the Otto-
man Port and the Crimean Khan, it can be stated that at the time when, in 1648,
the Hetman began the revolution this was the only possible help against the Poles.
Khmel’nyts’kyj was not a member of a dynasty and in international matters he
could find no other partner to help stand up against against the Rich Pospolit.
However, after the battle of Zhvantza (December 1653) relations between Islam
Giray Il and Khmel’nyts’kyj cooled. When Isam Giray Il fell ill and died in
June 1654 and his successor Megmed Giray immediately concluded an agreement
with Poland, Khmel’nyts’kyj saw that further ties with the Crimean Khan and the
Ottoman Porte& would bring no further advantage. Therefore the Hetman concen-
trated on relations with Moscow from where he could get help to fight the Poles.
As has been underlined, the union with the Ottoman Empire only made sense
while its vassal, the Crimean Khan could be of help in the struggle against the
Poles. With the death of Islam Giray Ill, The Crimean Khanate lost its attraction
as did the Ottoman State.
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noropkeHi 3 aeB’ATor0  cTatTero  IHCTpykuii . Opivka. B IHCTpyKUil  YKpaiHa
3HaXogUTLCA MO 060X CTOPOHax [Hinpa, i TakoX B Hil roBopuTbCA MNpo Bilicbko
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